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as a racist and a bigot. Sadly, Mr.
Sharpton’s record has been deplorable,
as have those Democrats who continue
to embrace him and his views.

The Wall Street Journal wrote on
February 29 of this year, ‘‘Mr. GORE
and Mr. Bradley are willfully blind to
Mr. Sharpton’s form of racism.’’ In
fact, last night on CNN, Jeff Greenfield
asked both Democratic candidates
whether they were willing to distance
themselves from Mr. Sharpton. Both of
them continued to legitimize his pres-
ence in the New York primary; and Mr.
GORE actually justified visiting him,
after telling reporters he was only
going to New York to visit his sister.

The Calgary Herald wrote in 1999,
‘‘Mr. Sharpton has been linked to the
Nation of Islam, the radical, anti-Se-
mitic black organization that is led by
Louis Farrakhan.’’ And in 1995, at what
is called the Freddy’s Fashion Mart
Boycott, the Wall Street Journal
quoted Mr. Sharpton and said,
‘‘Sharpton turned a landlord-tenant
dispute between the Jewish owner of
Freddy’s clothing store and a black
subtenant into, ‘a theater of hatred’ in
Harlem, marching outside the store
screaming about ‘bloodsucking Jews’
and ‘Jew bastards.’ ’’ That was the Wall
Street Journal, 2/29.

The Weekly Standard wrote on 2/28 of
this year, ‘‘Sharpton juiced up the
crowds about ‘white interlopers’ and
‘diamond merchants.’ ’’

The Wall Street Journal on February
29 of this year said, ‘‘One protester, Ro-
land Smith, ran into the store, shot
and wounded three whites and a Paki-
stani. Then he set a fire killing five
Hispanics and one African American
security guard, taunted by the pro-
testers as a ‘cracker lover.’ Smith then
fatally shot himself.’’

Unfortunately, most Americans, in-
cluding those Democrats that now race
to embrace Mr. Sharpton and his brand
of politics, remember in 1988 the
Tawana Brawley Hoax. The Wash-
ington Post wrote in 1998, ‘‘Sharpton
and others falsely accused a former as-
sistant DA of attacking and raping 15-
year-old Brawley.’’

The Wall Street Journal on February
29 of this year wrote, ‘‘Sharpton in-
sisted that Brawley, a 15-year-old black
girl, had been raped by a band of white
men practicing Irish Republican Army
rituals.’’

And as The Washington Post re-
ported in July of 1998, ‘‘Sharpton and
lawyers Alton Maddox and Vernon
Mason were found guilty of defama-
tion, with Sharpton guilty on 7 of 22
counts.’’

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, this
brand of racism that attacks not only
whites, but especially Jews, is the low-
est form of anti-Semitism, and it is a
form of anti-Semitism that has been
practiced over the past 15, 20 years by
Mr. Sharpton.

How respectable Presidential can-
didates in the Democratic Party can
openly embrace such a man and, in fact
today, how many Members of the

Democratic side of this House, who are
asking the American people to take
control of this institution, which is the
people’s House, after all, how they can
continue to embrace a man who has
made violently anti-Semitic state-
ments, who has bent over backwards
over the past 15 years to stir up racial
hatred, not only in New York State but
across this country, how can they em-
brace such a man? How Mr. GORE can
go to New York City and embrace such
a man and then defend that action last
night is beyond me, and it is beneath
contempt for this House.
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RECESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 10
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.
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AFTER RECESS
The recess having expired, the House

was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. PEASE) at 10 o’clock and
50 minutes a.m.
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 376,
OPEN-MARKET REORGANIZATION
FOR THE BETTERMENT OF
INTERNATIONAL TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS ACT
Mr. BLILEY submitted the following

conference report and statement on the
Senate bill (S. 376) to amend the Com-
munications Satellite Act of 1962 to
promote competition and privatization
in satellite communications, and for
other purposes:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 106–509)
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 376),
to amend the Communications Satellite Act
of 1962 to promote competition and privatiza-
tion in satellite communications, and for
other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House and
agree to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the House amendment, insert the
following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Open-market
Reorganization for the Betterment of Inter-
national Telecommunications Act’’ or the
‘‘ORBIT Act’’.
SEC. 2. PURPOSE.

It is the purpose of this Act to promote a fully
competitive global market for satellite commu-
nication services for the benefit of consumers
and providers of satellite services and equipment
by fully privatizing the intergovernmental sat-
ellite organizations, INTELSAT and Inmarsat.
SEC. 3. REVISION OF COMMUNICATIONS SAT-

ELLITE ACT OF 1962.
The Communications Satellite Act of 1962 (47

U.S.C. 701) is amended by adding at the end the
following new title:

‘‘TITLE VI—COMMUNICATIONS
COMPETITION AND PRIVATIZATION

‘‘Subtitle A—Actions To Ensure Pro-
Competitive Privatization

‘‘SEC. 601. FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMIS-
SION LICENSING.

‘‘(a) LICENSING FOR SEPARATED ENTITIES.—
‘‘(1) COMPETITION TEST.—The Commission

may not issue a license or construction permit to
any separated entity, or renew or permit the as-
signment or use of any such license or permit, or
authorize the use by any entity subject to
United States jurisdiction of any space segment
owned, leased, or operated by any separated en-
tity, unless the Commission determines that
such issuance, renewal, assignment, or use will
not harm competition in the telecommunications
market of the United States. If the Commission
does not make such a determination, it shall
deny or revoke authority to use space segment
owned, leased, or operated by the separated en-
tity to provide services to, from, or within the
United States.

‘‘(2) CRITERIA FOR COMPETITION TEST.—In
making the determination required by para-
graph (1), the Commission shall use the licens-
ing criteria in sections 621 and 623, and shall
not make such a determination unless the Com-
mission determines that the privatization of any
separated entity is consistent with such criteria.

‘‘(b) LICENSING FOR INTELSAT, INMARSAT,
AND SUCCESSOR ENTITIES.—

‘‘(1) COMPETITION TEST.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In considering the applica-

tion of INTELSAT, Inmarsat, or their successor
entities for a license or construction permit, or
for the renewal or assignment or use of any
such license or permit, or in considering the re-
quest of any entity subject to United States ju-
risdiction for authorization to use any space
segment owned, leased, or operated by
INTELSAT, Inmarsat, or their successor enti-
ties, to provide non-core services to, from, or
within the United States, the Commission shall
determine whether—

‘‘(i) after April 1, 2001, in the case of
INTELSAT and its successor entities,
INTELSAT and any successor entities have been
privatized in a manner that will harm competi-
tion in the telecommunications markets of the
United States; or

‘‘(ii) after April 1, 2000, in the case of
Inmarsat and its successor entities, Inmarsat
and any successor entities have been privatized
in a manner that will harm competition in the
telecommunications markets of the United
States.

‘‘(B) CONSEQUENCES OF DETERMINATION.—If
the Commission determines that such competi-
tion will be harmed or that grant of such appli-
cation or request for authority is not otherwise
in the public interest, the Commission shall limit
through conditions or deny such application or
request, and limit or revoke previous authoriza-
tions to provide non-core services to, from, or
within the United States. After due notice and
opportunity for comment, the Commission shall
apply the same limitations, restrictions, and
conditions to all entities subject to United States
jurisdiction using space segment owned, leased,
or operated by INTELSAT, Inmarsat, or their
successor entities.

‘‘(C) NATIONAL SECURITY, LAW ENFORCEMENT,
AND PUBLIC SAFETY.—The Commission shall not
impose any limitation, condition, or restriction
under subparagraph (B) in a manner that will,
or is reasonably likely to, result in limitation,
denial, or revocation of authority for non-core
services that are used by and required for a na-
tional security agency or law enforcement de-
partment or agency of the United States, or used
by and required for, and otherwise in the public
interest, any other Department or Agency of the
United States to protect the health and safety of
the public. Such services may be obtained by the
United States directly from INTELSAT,
Inmarsat, or a successor entity, or indirectly
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